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Abstract 
This study examined female students' perceptions of campus safety, specifically 
sorority woman and non-sorority women. Previous research found that women feel less 
safe on campus than males. However, previous research concerning female students 
focused on sexual assaults. 
The purpose of this quantitative study was to explore female students' beliefs and 
attitudes about campus safety, victimization, and personal safety on campus. A 
demographic survey was used to subdivide the sample into sorority and non-sorority 
participants, college status (e.g. sophomore, graduate student etc.), ethnicity, whether 
they live on campus or off campus, age, and gender. A second survey created by Baker 
and Boland (2011) was used to answer the research questions. 
The overall findings from this study found that sorority women care about campus 
safety and that both subpopulations were unsatisfied with certain campus safety features. 
This study found that sorority women were victimized more than non-sorority women but 
both subpopulations were willing to take safety precautions in the future to keep 
themselves safe on campus. 
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Chapter I 
Introduction 
1 
After two decades of a downward trend in crime statistics, the US saw an increase 
in 2012 of0.7% (Federal Bureau oflnvestigation, 2012). Murder increased by 1.1 % and 
forcible rape by 2%. In 2012, someone was murdered every 35.4 minutes and forcibly 
raped every 6.2 minutes and a violent crime occurred every 26 seconds (Federal Bureau 
oflnvestigation, 2012). The FBI also found that there was a 15% increase of people who 
reported being victims of rape, robbery or assault. Even with this increase, only 26 out of 
1,000 people were victims of crime compared to 80 out of 1,000 in 1993. This decrease 
can be attributed to better crime detecting technology and longer prison sanctions (Leger, 
2013). 
College campuses have also been impacted by crime. Therefore campus safety 
has been an important issue for institutions of higher education. Crime on campus affects 
students, faculty and staff, and institutions have a moral obligation to keep them safe and 
to caution them about foreseeable dangers (Fossey & Smith, 1995; Hennessy & Huson, 
1998). In 1995-2002, college students were victims of 479,000 crimes of violence each 
year (Baum & Klaus, 2005). A study done by Jennings, Gover, and Pudrzynska (2007) 
with 997 college students revealed that 22% of respondents had been victims of at least 
one type of crime (robbery, sexual assault, assault, theft, burglary, or fraud) on or in the 
nearby campus neighborhoods and 46% knew someone that had been a victim of crime. 
Campus shootings, rapes, and other acts of violence are causing institutions to examine 
their safety plan for students and employees (Baker, 2011). For example, Indiana 
University has found that crime on their campus now includes cyber bullying on the 
internet and is looking to incorporate Information Technology Services to their campus 
safety program (O'Neil, 2014). 
2 
In 1990 the Clery Act, formally known as the Campus Security Act, was signed 
into law (Clery Center for Security on Campus, n.d.; Harshman, Puro, & Wolff, 2001) in 
memory of a student who was murdered in her residence hall room and not found until 
days later. Institutions of higher education that participate in Federal Financial Aid are 
required to follow the rules outlined in the act. Failure to do so would result in lawsuits, 
fines and possible removal of financial aid. Colleges and universities are required to alert 
students in a timely manner of when an event happens on campus and how they can keep 
themselves safe and prevent it from happening to them. They are also required to keep 
accurate record of all campus crimes and report them yearly to current and perspective 
students. With the passing of the Clery Act, there has been an increase in awareness of 
crimes on campus but students are unaware of their campus crime statistics because they 
do not read the publication sent out every year or even remember seeing the mandated 
publication (Janosik, 2001 ). 
Statistically women feel less safe on college campuses than men (Bryden & 
Fletcher, 2007; Bryden & Fletcher, 2009; Dobbs, Waid, & Shelley, 2009; Kelly & 
Torres, 2006; Wilcox, Jordan, & Pritchard, 2007). Based on reported crimes, women 
tend to be attacked more than men. While most crimes happen to college students, faculty 
and staff are often victims as well. 
The top three victimizations that faculty and staff members reported were: sexist 
remarks, catcalls, and racial slurs (Bryden & Fletcher, 2009). Faculty and staff members 
were more aware of campus safety features than students yet did not utilize them. They 
took personal safety precautions like avoiding strangers at night or walking with their 
keys as protection instead of calling a police escort when walking alone. Faculty 
members tended to be more dissatisfied with on campus safety features, specifically 
when it comes to lighting on campus and availability of emergency phones (Bryden & 
Fletcher, 2009). 
3 
Sorority women are more at risk than non-sorority woman for attempted and 
completed sexual assault because of their association with fraternity men, increase 
alcohol use, and attendance at social events where alcohol is provided (Copenhaver & 
Grauerholz, 1991; Dimeff, Graham, Nurius & Norris, 1996; Scott-Sheldon, Carey, & 
Carey, 2008). Einolf and Minow (2009) found that 14% of sorority women who attended 
a co-ed greek event that served alcohol experienced attempted rape and 33% experienced 
completed rape compared to only 6% attempted and 8% completed for non-sorority 
woman. Sorority women look at fraternity brothers as men that will never hurt them so 
when fraternity brothers are being inappropriate towards them they assume they are 
joking (Dimeff et al., 1996). Fraternity men are in an environment where they objectify 
women and have increase sexual aggression (Dimeff et al., 1996). For this reason, this 
study sought to look at how the chosen research institution compared to past studies. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to explore female students' perceptions of campus 
safety at a midsized university in the rural midwest. Specifically a comparison was 
conducted between sorority women and non-sorority women on their beliefs and attitudes 
about campus safety and their concerns towards victimization and personal safety on 
campus. Findings from this study can help campus administrators improve their campus 
4 
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Currently there is a limited research on the subject of safety on campus regarding 
sorority membership (Baker, 2011; Bryden & Fletcher, 2009). Previous research done on 
this subject is dated and tends to focus strictly on sexual assault. This study sought to find 
sorority and non-sorority students' thoughts and beliefs about campus safety and compare 
them to previous research. Infonnation collected from this study can help institutions 
better understand students' thoughts and opinions about campus safety. Institutions can 
then take this knowledge to make improvements on different safety features on campus 
as well as create new ones. Institutions can also create programs to better educate their 
students on specific campus safety topics. 
Limitations of the Study 
There were several outcomes that limited the results or progress of the study. 
First, because of the content of the study, many of the participants may have felt 
uncomfortable participating. If a participant was sexually assaulted or victimized on 
campus, ranking their opinions on campus safety or talking about it may bring back 
negative memories and cause them discomfort. Participants were warned about 
psychological distress from recollection of prior events in the informed consent and the 
contact information for the counseling center was provided. Information for the 
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it focuses more on punishment and reporting every single incidence than learning from 
the incident. They would like to see the Clery Act updated so that it focuses more on the 
students and universities development instead of being a "consumer protection to the 
detriment of education" (Harshman et al., 2005). They also believe that the Clery Act 
started out with good intentions and that the creators of it never realized the major impact 
it would have on higher education. With the Clery Act bringing so much attention to 
campus safety and universities crime statistics, it is important for the universities to 
develop programs to keep their crime rates down. 
Female on College Campuses 
According to the U.S. Department of Education (2011), since 1988 more women 
than men have been enrolling in degree-granting institutions. Any incident that happens 
on a college campus can happen to both men and women but multiple studies have found 
that women are more likely to be sexually harassed compared to men and have a negative 
consequence because of it (Bryden & Fletcher, 2007). In the study by Bryden and 
Fletcher, the females took more precaution compared to the men and felt less safe on 
campus. Neither gender differed on their opinions about how the campus could improve 
their safety programs. Both genders knew of the safety programs available to them and 
took advantage. While they did not have any opinions about how the campus could 
improve their safety programs, they did have different opinions about their satisfaction 
about it. While men felt very satisfied with campus safety, most of the women felt 
somewhat satisfied. In another study done with undergraduates, the female students 
experienced sexual assault more than men (Wilcox et al., 2007). Some of the participants 
even experienced more than three types of harassment. Jennings, Gover, and Pudrzynska 
12 
(2007) found that overall victimization was a frequent event and that sexual assault and 
personal victimization was low. These students feared crime but they believed that their 
campus was safer. 
Sexual Assaults 
Although this study seeks to look at simple assaults, it is important to note that 
sexual assaults are a serious crime that happens on a college campus. A study done by the 
Bureau of Justice Statistics (2011) found that women between the ages of 16-24 are at the 
greatest risk for rape and the Federal Bureau oflnvestigation (2012) found that a majority 
of those affected by date-rape have been young adults, mainly those in colleges and 
universities. The FBI also found that "simple assault" was the most recorded crime at an 
institution of higher education from 2000-2004 (Noonan & Vavra, 2007). During their 
college career, 20-25% of the female population will experience a completed and/or 
attempted rape (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2011 ). 
Fraternity and Sorority Influence 
An important subpopulation of the on-campus female population is sororities. For 
many students, being in a fraternity or sorority is part of the college tradition. To others, 
joining is a way to make friends, gain leadership experience, participate in community 
service, or attend parties (Hennessy & Huson, 1998; Pike, 2000). Being in a fraternity or 
sorority has its advantages and disadvantages. As stated previously, it is a way for 
students to make friends and gain leadership experience but it also introduces the students 
to a culture of binge drinking and heavy partying (Scott-Sheldon et al., 2008). Besides 
bars, fraternities and sororities often hold events at fraternity houses. Boswell and Spade 
(1996) conducted a study to see what condones a fraternity house to be a dangerous place 
13 
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that weekly alcohol consumption and attending fraternity or sorority sponsored events 
where alcohol was being served correlated with sexual victimization (Einolf & Minow, 
2009). When sorority women participated in fraternity or sorority sponsored events 
where alcohol was not served, the risk of sexual victimization was less. Kalof (1993) also 
found that sorority women had a higher risk of being victims to nonconsensual sex 
between fraternity men when alcohol was involved but argued that there was a higher risk 
because they have more contact with fraternity men then non-sorority members. 
Likewise, alcohol is a prominent feature of fraternity and sorority life (Kalof, 1993). 
While being part of the fraternity and sorority life community does bring risks to 
students, it can also keep them safe. 
Being a part of a sorority can keep female students on campus safer because of 
the bond and strength in numbers. Sorority members, often referred to as sisters, look out 
and care for each other, which is why Moynihan, Banyard, Arnold, Eckstein, and 
Stapleton (2011) brought a bystander program to a sorority to study. Fifty-six new 
members of seven different sororities participated in a bystander program. The follow-up 
survey revealed that compared to the control group, the treatment group showed 
improved efficacy about being a pro-social bystander and an increase in chances of them 
stepping up to help during a crisis (Moynihan, et al., 2011). Bannon, Brosi and Foubert 
(2013) also looked at how fraternities and sororities would act as bystanders. They found 
that similar to what Moynihan et. al found, sorority women were more willing to 
intervene if they saw something happening compared to fraternities. Fraternity men 
reported that they would intervene as well but were less likely than sorority women. 
Researchers believe that masculinity and female objectification, which can be found in 
fraternity culture, could explain why. Researchers also looked at bystander efficacy via 
the bystander efficacy scale. The bystander efficacy scale measures the level of 
confidence a participant has in performing each of the 18-bystander behaviors. Both 
sororities and fraternities were confident in their ability to perform the 18 behaviors. 
15 
Although women on campus are often attacked more compared to men and 
women's attendance at fraternity parties may increase this risk of being sexually 
assaulted, being in a fraternity or sorority is not more dangerous than not being in one. 
Both studies have found that members of sororities are more pro-social bystanders and 
are more willing to intervene if they saw something (Moynihan et al., 2011; Bannon, 
Brosi, & Foubert, 2013). Members of fraternities or sororities also have the confidence 
that if they saw something, they could perform the 18 required steps and be a better 
bystander (Bannon, et. al, 2013). 
Summary 
While higher education should be an administrator's first priority, campus safety 
should be their second. So many small crimes happen on a college campus every day 
that it is important to create programs and procedures to help students protect themselves 
from being the victims of one of these crimes. It is also important for administrators to 
create programs specifically for women on campus. Women are the victims of more 
sexual assaults and feel less safe on campus compared to men. An emphasis on campus 
safety can put them at ease and make them feel safer on campus. Within the female 
population on campus, sororities are a significant subpopulation. While being a part of a 
fraternity or sorority does increase students' likelihood of binge drinking and risky 
behavior, it can also protect them. Because of the unique bond that sororities create, 
16 
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This chapter provides the design of the study, information about the participants, 
research site, instrument, and methodology of data collection for studying sorority 
women's perceptions of campus safety. 
Design of the Study 
The purpose of this quantitative study was to explore female students' beliefs and 
attitudes about campus safety, victimization, and personal safety on campus. A 
demographic survey was used to subdivide the sample into sorority and non-sorority 
female participants, college status (e.g. sophomore, graduate student, etc.), ethnicity, 
whether they live on campus or off campus, age, and gender. A second survey created by 
Baker and Boland (2011) was used to answer the research questions. 
Participants 
The participants for this study were women enrolled at a midsized, midwestem, 
four-year state university. The study compared sorority women to non-sorority women. 
In order to be selected for participation, participants had to meet the following criteria: 
identify as a female and currently be enrolled as a sophomore-graduate student at the 
chosen university as of fall 2014. 
The sample consisted of273 participants made up of 29.7% sophomores (n=81), 
26%juniors (n=71), 18.6% seniors (n=78), and 15.8% graduate students (n=43). The 
average age of participants was 21 (SD=5.2853). Table 3.1 provides further 
demographics for participants. 
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Table 3.1 
Frequencies and percentages of demographics for non-sorority women participants and 
sorority women participants. 
Non-Sorority Sorority 
Women Women Total 
Demogra2hics n=l88 n=85 n=273 
Race 
American Indian or Alaska Native 1 (.5%) 1 (.4%) 
Asian 8 (4.3%) 8 (2.9%) 
Black or African American 21 (11.2%) 1 (1.2%) 22(8.1%) 
Hispanic or Latino 6 (3.2%) 4 (4.7%) 10 (3.7%) 
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific 1 (1.2%) 1 (.4%) 
Islander 
White 151 (80.3%) 79 (92.9%) 230 (84.2%) 
No Response 1 (.5%) 1 (.4%) 
Class Status 
Full-time Undergraduate student 147 (78.2%) 82 (96.5%) 229 (83.9%) 
(12+ credit hours) 
Part-time Undergraduate student 6 (3.2%) 6 (2.2%) 
(-12 credit hours) 
Full-time Graduate student 34(18.1%) 3 (3.5%) 37 (13.6%) 
(9+ credit hours) 
Part-time Graduate student 1 (.5%) 1 (.4%) 
(-9 credit hours) 
Residence 
Off-Campus/Commuter 109 (58%) 36 (42.4%) 145 (53.1%) 
On-Campus 78 (41.5%) 49 (57.6%) 127 (46.5%) 
No Response 1 (.5%) 1 (.4%) 
Greek Affiliation 
No 188 188 (68.9%) 
Yes, NPC 50 50 (18.3%) 
Yes,NPHC 35 35 {12.8%2 
Research Site 
The research site was a midsized, midwestem, four-year state university located 
in a rural community of about 10,000 residents (U.S. News, 2013). Women make up 
59% of the student population. There are 25 fraternities and sororities on campus, with 9 
Panhellenic Sororities and 3 Pan-Hellenic Sororities (Eastern Illinois University, 2014a). 
As of Spring 2013, 22% of the undergraduate population was in a fraternity or sorority. 
19 
In 2013, there were 7 registered sexual assaults, 15 domestic battery/disturbance 
and 10 harassments at the institution (Criminal Statistics at EIU, 2014). The institution 
has multiple services set up for students to keep them safe such as the Blue Light System 
and an escort service if they do not want to walk alone (Eastern Illinois University, 
2014b). With compliance of the Clery Act, they annually post their crime statistics and 
offer tips on how the students can stay safe. 
Instrument 
The instrument used was a pre-designed survey by Baker and Boland (2011 ). 
Some language from the original survey was modified to fit the terminology used at the 
chosen institution. The survey consisted of 4 sections: Beliefs about Safety on Campus, 
Attitudes about Safety on Campus, Victimization on Campus, and Personal Safety 
Precautions on Campus. 
Beliefs about safety on campus. This measure consisted of 6 items and was 
designed to measure the participant's level of agreement with statements regarding 
campus safety and actions the university would take. Participants rated their answers to 
the questions on a 5 point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. 
Questions consist of "I feel safe when walking alone after dark on campus", "I belong to 
a group that is more victimized than others (due to religion, sexual orientation, due to 
gender, etc.)" and "I believe action would be taken about a reported incidence of sexual 
aggression (by any member of the college community)". Participants also had an 
opportunity to comment. 
Attitudes about safety on campus. This measure consisted of 15 items and was 
designed to measure the participant's attitudes on various safety features on campus and 
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Demographics questionnaire. A demographic questionnaire was included as part 
of the data collection procedure. The questions asked were in regards to gender, race, age, 
sorority membership, and if they live on or off campus. The information collected from 
this section was used to compare and analyze participants that are members of sororities 
against non-members on the previously stated research questions. 
Data Collection 
A list of all registered female students currently enrolled in the university was 
obtained. Excel was used to randomly sort all email addresses. The first 1,500 students 
were selected. The selected students received an email through Qualtrics. A reminder 
email was sent out a week later. After two weeks, all Sophomores-Seniors that were 
members of sororities who had not previously been emailed received an email through 
Qualtrics inviting them to take the Survey because more participation from sorority 
women was needed. All participants who finished the survey had the opportunity to enter 
their name into a drawing for a $25 Starbucks gift card. 
The questionnaire was designed on Qualtrics and a link to the survey was 
provided in every email sent out. A total of three emails were sent out and the survey 
remained open for three weeks. 
Data Analysis 
Responses to the survey were analyzed using SPSS. An independent sample t-test 
and an eta-squared test were run to measure the means of students' beliefs and attitudes 
for specific questions and items and the level of significance of responses for RQ 1 and 
RQ2. A cross-tab analysis and a chi-square analysis were run for frequencies and 
22 
percentages of specific safety items for RQ3 and RQ4 as well as to determine the level of 
significance for each item. 
Treatment of Data 
All responses and analyzed data will be kept on one external hard drive to ensure 
privacy. Data will be kept for three years after completion of the research, per IRB 
policy, and then will be destroyed. 
Summary 
This study took a quantitative approach to explore female students' beliefs and 
attitudes about campus safety, victimization, and personal safety on campus. The 
instrument used was a pre-designed survey by Baker and Boland (2011). 
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at p = .05. Please note low sample sizes among significant findings. 
RQ2: Is there a difference between sorority and non-sorority women concerning 
attitudes campus 
Independent to answer the research question: 
a between and non-sorority women regarding attitudes 
campus It was hypothesized women would different 
women and that women 
more satisfied the campus features their 
rated 15 items regarding safety features on a satisfaction 
to 3 Of these items, were 
a medium eta squared effect size: 
mirrors 
t-test campus are 
are not 
N M SD 
NSW 183 229 .740 3.472 *.001 .044 
SW 82 1.95 .718 
lot 
NSW 183 2.17 .777 2.375 *.018 .021 
SW 82 1.93 .750 
Outside 
NSW 181 2.38 .677 3.385 *.001 .042 
SW 81 2.06 .731 
NSW 181 2.13 .806 3.348 .001 .041 
SW 82 1.78 .754 
on 
NSW 183 2.40 .672 1.484 .139 
SW 78 2.27 .678 
Phones 
NSW 182 2.22 .805 1.182 .238 
SW 82 2.10 . 713 
Mirrors 
NSW 183 L92 .645 4.053 *<.001 .059 
SW 82 1.57 .629 
Outside Cameras 
NSW 183 2.23 .665 1.843 .066 
SW 82 2.09 .706 
Inside Can1eras 
NSW 183 2.07 .696 1.442 .150 
SW 82 1.94 .673 
around 
NSW 183 2.27 .714 1.148 .252 
SW 82 16 .777 
Patrol 
NSW 181 L99 .749 1.408 .160 
SVI/ 82 L85 .756 
Classroom Locks 
NSW 179 2.55 .601 .547 .123 
SW 81 2.42 .649 
Notification 
NSW 181 2.52 .704 -.777 .438 
SW 82 2.60 .700 
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Attitudes about Campus Safety N M SD p 1/ 
Residence Hall Room Locks 
NSW 181 2.56 .608 -.270 .788 
SW 82 2.59 .608 
Residence Building Locks 
NSW 181 2.52 .629 .512 .609 
SW 82 2.48 .671 
Note. * significant at p = .05. Please note low sample sizes among significant findings. 
therefore the null hypotheses were rejected. It was concluded that sorority women were 
less satisfied than their non-sorority counterparts on the previously mentioned items. 
RQ3: Is there a difference in perception between sorority and non-sorority women 
concerning victimization on campus? 
A chi-square analysis was conducted to determine if sorority status impacted 
victimization among college women on campus. Participants selected from the following 
options: for frequency participants could select no, yes, once or twice, or yes, more than 
twice. If participants indicated being victimized, then they responded to by whom. 
Participants could mark student, teacher, other, or not applicable; and indicated one of 
three locations: outside the classroom, inside the classroom, or not applicable. It was 
hypothesized that sorority women would report higher incidents of victimization on 
campus than non-sorority women. Studies have found that sorority women are victimized 
more than non-sorority women (Copenhaver & Grauerholz, 1991; Einolf & Minow, 
2009; Scott-Sheldon et al., 2008). Results for this question are presented by mean and 
then percentage within Greek status. Table 4.3 has the frequencies and percentages for 
participants' responses to having ever experienced that specific item and if ranked yes, 
once or twice or yes, more than twice. Yes, once or twice and more than twice were 
added up to create a total yes score. Three of the items--catcalling, stalking, and undue or 
attention--were 
was 
are 
a are not 
-·--·-----·-·· 
of Victimization No Once or More than Total Yes Twice Tvvice p 
Violation of ciassroom protocols 
NSW l 10 .611 
SW 65 4(4.7%) 0 4 (4.7%) 
Obscenities or swearing 
NSW 8.6%) .467 
SW 7.6%) 
Racial slurs 
NSW 131(69.7%) .176 
SW 7 1 
Gestnres 
NSW .189 
SW 14(16.5%) 
Catcalls 
NSW 1%) *043 
SW 16(18.8%) 28(32.9%) 44(70.5%) 
NSW 163(86.7%) 2(1.l %) .390 
SW 
NSW * .031 
SW 1(1.2%) 
Invasion of personal space 
NSW 117(62.2%) 33(1 19.8%) .156 
SW 18(21 5(5.9%) 1%) 
Physical harassment or assault 
NSW 4(2.1%) 0(0.0%) .205 
SW 61(71.8%) 3(3.5%) 1(1.2%) 4(4.6%) 
Sexual harassment or assault 
NSW 143(52.4%) 11(5.9%) 2(1.1 %) 13(7.0%) .155 
SW 54(19.8%) 10(11.8%) 1(1.2%) 11(13.0%) 
Undue or unwanted attention 
NSW 111(59.0%) 35(18.6%) 10(5.3%) 45(23.9%) *.047 
SW 36(42.4%) 20(23.5%) 10(11.8%) 30(35.2%) 
Sexist remarks 
NSW 118(62.8%) 25(13.3%) 14(7.4%) 39(20.7%) .238 
SW 43(50.6%) 16(18.6%) 6(7.1 %) 
Inappropriate questions about sex life 
NSW 131(69.7%) 21(11.2%) 4(2.1%) 25(13.3%) .525 
SW 53(62.4%) 9(10.6%) 3(3.5%) 12(14.l %) 
Dating violence 
NSW 152(80.9%) 3(1.6%) 1(0.5%) 4(2.1%) .201 
SW 60(70.6%) 4(4.7%) 1(1.2%) 5(5.8%) 
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Frequencies of Victimization No Once or More than Total Yes Twice Twice p 
Isolation or exclusion 
NSW 130(69.l %) 17(9.0%) 5(2.7%) 22(11.7%) .525 
SW 58(68.2%) 5(4.9%) 1(1.2%) 6(6.l %) 
Unreasonable demands 
NSW 138(73.4%) 11(5.9%) 3(1.6%) 14(7.5%) .519 
SW 58(68.2%) 3(3.5%) 2(2.4%) 5(5.9%) 
Manipulation 
NSW 134(71.3%) 15(8.0%) 3(1.6%) 18(9.6%) .513 
SW 58(68.2%) 4(4.7%) 1(1.2%) 5(5.9%) 
Threats or bribes 
NSW 143(76.1%) 9(3.3%) 0(0.0%) 9(3.3%) .066 
SW 63(74.1%) 0(0.0%) 1(1.2%) 1(1.2%) 
Break-ins 
NSW 147(78.2%) 3(1.6%) 0(0.0%) 3(1.6%) .090 
SW 59(69.4%) 5(5.9%) 0(0.0%) 5(5.9%) 
Emotional abuse 
NSW 130(69.1%) 14(7.4%) 8(2.9%) 22(10.3%) .654 
SW 53(62.4%) 8(9.4%) 3(1.1 %) 11(10.5%) 
Psychological distress 
NSW 109(58.0%) 27(14.4%) 16(8.5%) 43(22.9%) .653 
SW 44(51.8%) 11(12.9%) 9(10.6%) 20(23.5%) 
Note. * significant at p = .05. Please note low sample sizes among significant findings. 
Table 4.4 presents students,faculty, or other people who were responsible for 
incidents. Because participants had the option to select multiple items, each category was 
analyzed separately. Sorority women reported students did more stalking (n=l l) than 
non-sorority women (n=7). Under dating violence, sorority women marked students as 
being the perpetrators (n=6) more than non-sorority women (n=3). Finally, when it came 
to reporting students under break-ins, sorority women reported four incidents while non-
sorority women reported one. 
The third and final table (Table 4.5) reports where the incident happened, if 
possible. Because participants had the option to select multiple options, each category 
was analyzed separately. Sorority women reported stalking happening outside the 
classroom 12 times (14.1 %) and non-sorority women reported only 7 (3.7%). The only 
time non-sorority women reported an incident more than sorority women was for 
isolation or exclusion. Non-sorority women reported 9 incidents inside the classroom 
women none. women 
women 
are 
are not 
--------··-·--·---"---· -----
Victimization Student Teacher/ Other No. not _Perpetrator~--· p Faculty p p applicable p 
Violation of classrooni 
NSW .295 .141 .845 
SW 1(1.2%) 0(0.0%) 
Obscenities or swearing 
NSW .487 14(7.4%) .243 .882 48(25.5%) .436 
SW 10(11.8%) 18(21.2%) 
Racial slurs 
NSW 31(16.5%) .452 1(0.5%) .501 4(2.1 %) .175 71(37.8%) .338 
SW 11(12..9%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 1.8%) 
Gestures 
NSW 38(20.2%) .535 1(0.5%) .058 8(4.3%) .778 53(28.2%) .994 
SW 20(23.5%) .5%) 3(3.5%) 24(28.2%) 
Catcalls 
NSW 85(45.2%) .643 0(0.0%) 11(5.9%) .462 35(18.6%) .669 
SW 41(48.2%) 0(0.0%) 7(8.2%) 14(16.5%) 
Inappropriate gifts 
NSW 3(1.6%) .789 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 84(44.7%) .470 
SW 1(1.2%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 34(40.0%) 
Stalking 
NSW 7(3.7%) *.004 0(0.0%) 2(1.l %) .340 79(42.0%) .155 
SW l 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 
Invasion of personal space 
NSW 32(17.0%) .137 5(2.7%) .439 3(1.6%) .666 47(25.0%) .636 
SW 21(24.7%) 1(1.2%) 2(2.4%) 19(22.4%) 
Physical harassment or assault 
NSW 3(1.6%) .052 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 68(36.2%) .889 
SW 5(5.9%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 30(35.3%) 
Sexual harassment or assault 
NSW 12(6.4%) .130 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) .136 66(35.1%) .465 
SW 10(11.8(%) 0(0.0%) 1(1.2%) 26(30.6%) 
Undue or unwanted attention 
NSW 39(20.7%) .249 1(.5%) .181 8(4.3%) *.035 48(25.5%) .436 
SW 23(27.1%) 2(2.3%) 5(5.9%) 18(21.2%) 
Sexist remarks 
NSW 36(19.l %) .208 3(1.6%) .313 5(2.7%) .693 48(25.5%) .723 
SW 22(25.9%) 3(3.5%) 3(3.5%) 10(23.5%) 
Victimization Student Teacher Other No, not Perpetrators p /Faculty p p applicable p 
.760 .175 .704 .936 
SW 12(14.1%) 
violence 
NSW * .019 .743 
SW 
Isolation or exclusion 
J'~SY'l .683 .!29 .056 .679 
SW 
Unreasonable demands 
NSW 1 .242 .778 .696 
SW 
Manipulation 
NSW .325 4(2.1%) .175 2(1.1 %) .934 .867 
SW 4(4.7%) 0(0.0%) 1(1.2%) 
Threats or bribes 
NSW 5(2.7%) .882 2(1.1 %) .340 1(0.4%) .563 67(35.6%) .665 
SW 2(2.4%) 0(0.0%) l 
Break-ins 
NSW 1(0.5%) *.017 .1%) .159 7 .251 
SW 4(4.7%) 0(0.0%) 3(3.5%) 26(30.6%) 
Emotional abuse 
NSW 19(10.1 %) .419 6(3.2%) .537 3(1.6%) .313 56(29.8%) .645 
SW 6(7.1 %) 4(4.7%) 3(3.5%) 23(27.1%) 
Psychological distress 
NSW 21(11 .339 8(4.3%) .093 15(8.0%) .943 50(26.6%) .455 
SW 13(15.3%) 8(9.4%) 7(8.2%) 19(22.4%) 
Note. * significant at p = .05. Please note low sample sizes among significant findings. 
RQ4: Is there a difference in perception between sorority and non-sorority women 
concerning personal safety on campus? 
A chi-square analysis was conducted to determine if sorority women and non-
sorority women have taken or would take specific safety measures to keep themselves 
safe on campus. Results for this question are presented by n and then the percentage 
within Greek status. It was hypothesized that there will be no difference between sorority 
and non-sorority women concerning personal safety on campus because women tend to 
feel less safe on campus (Bryden & Fletcher, 2009; Dobbs et al., 2009; Wilcox et al., 
2007) and it is predicted that they would take precautionary measures to protect 
themselves. 
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As predicted, the two groups were relatively close when it came to their concern 
about personal safety on campus. Five of the items -taken self-defense course future, 
called campus security future, carried keys in a defensive manner use, avoided strangers 
use, and locked car use- were significant at YJ = .05 (Table 4.6.). For these items, the null 
hypothesis was rejected. 
Table 4.5. 
Crosstab analysis and chi-square for victimization location for Students who are 
members of a sorority (SW) and students who are not members of a sorority (NSW) 
Victimization Locations Inside Outside Not Classroom p Classroom p Applicable p 
Violation of classroom protocols 
NSW 12 (6.4%) .874 2(1.l %) .412 83(44.1%) .521 
SW 5(5.9%) 2(2.4%) 34(40%) 
Obscenities or swearing 
NSW 31(16.5%) .997 54(28.7%) .777 48(25.5%) .320 
SW 14(16.5%) 23(27.1%) 17(20.0%) 
Racial slurs 
NSW 6(3.2%) .295 27(14.4%) .257 71(37.8%) .251 
SW 5(5.9%) 8(9.4%) 26(30.6%) 
Gestures 
NSW 5(2.7%) .381 40(21.3%) .841 54(28.7%) .491 
SW 4(4.7%) 19(22.4%) 21(24.7%) 
Catcalls 
NSW 4(2.1 %) .242 86(45.7%) .574 36(19.1 %) .312 
SW 4(4.7%) 42(49.4%) 12(14.1%) 
Inappropriate gifts 
NSW 1(0.5%) .563 3(1.6%) *.026 82(43.6%) .267 
SW 1(0.4%) 2(2.4%) 31(36.5%) 
Stalking 
NSW 2(1.1 %) .412 7(3.7%) *.048 77(41.0%) .102 
SW 2(2.4%) 12(14.1%) 26(30.6%) 
Invasion of personal space 
NSW 6(3.2%) .537 35(18.6%) .473 49(26.1%) .279 
SW 4(4.7%) 19(22.4%) 17(20.0%) 
Physical harassment or assault 
NSW 0(0.0%) 4(2.1%) .108 70(37.2%) .494 
SW 0(0.0%) 5(5.9%) 28(32.95) 
Sexual harassment or assault 
NSW 0(0.0%) 12(6.4%) .071 69(36.7%) .326 
SW 0(0.0%) 11(12.9%) 26(30.6%) 
Undue or unwanted attention 
NSW 4(2.1%) .242 40(21.3%) .096 51(27.1%) .207 
SW 4(4.7%) 26(30.6%) 17(20.0%) 
Victimization Locations Inside Outside Not Classroom p Classroom p Applicable p 
Sexist remarks 
NSW .331 .407 .403 
SW 6(7.1 %) 
about sex life 
NSW .666 .489 .847 
SW 
violence 
NSW .108 .635 
SW 
Isolation or Exclusion 
NSW *.040 .808 .372 
SW 
Unreasonable Demands 
NSW .937 .559 .386 
SW 
Manipulation 
NSW .242 15(8.0%) .538 .696 
SW 
Threats or bribes 
NSW .501 .937 .326 
SW 
Break-ins 
NSW .1%) *.007 *.090 
SW 1%) 
Emotional abuse 
NSW 5(2.7%) .693 .990 59(31.4%) .262 
SW 2 
Psychological distress 
NSW .l 64 35(18.6%) .621 5 1%) .140 
SW 9(10.6%) 18(21.2%) 16(18.8%) 
* significant at p = .05. Please note low sample sizes among significant findings. 
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Table 4.6. 
Crosstab analysis and chi-square for safety precautions for Students who are members of 
a sorority (ST¥) and students who are not members of a sorority (NST¥) 
Safety Precautions Use: Yes Use: No p Future: Yes Future: No p 
Changed routine 
NSW 57 (30.3%) 92 (48.9%) .189 53 (19.4%) 82 (43.6%) .145 
SW 29(34.1%) 32 (37.6%) 32 (11.7%) 27(31.8%) 
Taken self-defense course 
NSW 32 (17.0%) 118 (62.8%) .356 57 (30.3%) 78 (41.5%) .017 
SW 16 (18.8%) 46(54.1%) 38 (44.7%) 21 (24.7%) 
Changed phone number 
NSW 5 (2.7%) 145 (77.1%) .342 10 (5.3%) 124 (66.0%) .939 
SW 2 (2.4%) 59 (69.4%) 4 (4.7%) 55 (64.7%) 
Changed email address 
NSW 10 (5.3%) 140 (74.5%) .179 10 (5.3%) 124 (66.0%) .925 
SW 7 (8.2%) 54 (63.5%) 5 (5.9%) 54 (63.5%) 
Changed address 
NSW 14 (7.4%) 135 (71.8%) .215 19 (10.1%) 115 (61.2%) .700 
SW 9 (10.6%) 52 (61.2%) 11 (12.9%) 48 (56.5%) 
Obtained weapon 
NSW 19 (10.1 %) 132 (70.2%) .085 23 (12.2%) 110 (58.5%) .568 
SW 13 (15.3%) 48 (56.5%) 14 (16.5%) 45 (52.9%) 
Called campus security 
NSW 10 (5.3%) 140 (74.5%) .318 29 (15.4%) 105 (55.9%) *.003 
SW 5 (5.9%) 56 (65.9%) 27(31.8%) 32 (37.6%) 
Walked with another individual 
NSW 131 (69.7%) 20 (10.6%) .120 96 (51.1%) 40 (21.3%) .511 
SW 61 (71.8%) 3 (3.5%) 47 (55.3%) 13 (15.3%) 
Carried something to defend self 
NSW 82 (43.6%) 70 (37.2%) .109 75 (39.9%) 61 (32.4%) .309 
SW 42 (49.4%) 21 (24.7%) 40 (47.1%) 20 (23.5%) 
Planned route with safety in mind 
NSW 123 (45.1%) 28 (10.3%) .660 98(52.1%) 39 (20.7%) .668 
SW 55(20.1%) 10 (3.7%) 45 (52.9%) 14 (16.5%) 
Stayed home (afraid to go out) 
NSW 58 (30.9%) 90 (47.9%) .105 47 (25.0%) 84 (44.7%) .618 
SW 33 (38.8%) 29 (34.1 %) 24 (28.2%) 35 (41.2%) 
Carried keys in defensive manner 
NSW 100 (53.2%) 48 (25.5%) *.018 77 (41.0%) 53 (28.2%) .401 
SW 53 (62.4%) 9 (10.6%) 41 (48.2%) 18 (21.2%) 
Attended prevention class 
NSW 20 (10.6%) 127 (67.6%) .186 41 (21.8%) 89 (47.3%) .738 
SW 4 (4.7%) 57 (67.1 %) 22 (25.9%) 37 (43.5%) 
A voided individual in classroom 
NSW 31 (16.5%) 116 (61.7%) .396 24 (12.8%) 105 (55.9%) .955 
SW 13 (15.3%) 47 (55.3%) 10 (11.8%) 49 (57.6%) 
A voided residence hall 
NSW 10 (5.4%) 135 (71.8%) .511 8 (4.3%) 120 (63.8%) .703 
SW 4 (28.6%) 56 (65.9%) 2 (2.4%) 57 (67.1%) 
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Safety Precautions Use: Yes Use: No p Future: Yes Future: No p 
Avoided campus (day) 
NSW 23 (12.2%) 123 (65.4%) .448 17 (9.0%) 111 (59.0%) .914 
SW 10(11.8%) 50 (58.8%) 9 (10.6%) 50 (58.8%) 
A voided campus (night) 
NSW 99 (52.7%) 48 (25.5%) .411 72 (38.3%) 59 (31.4%) .854 
SW 44 (51.8%) 17 (20.0%) 35 (41.2%) 24 (28.2%) 
A voided strangers (alone) 
NSW 100 (53.2%) 47 (25.0%) *.010 76 (40.4%) 55 (29.3%) .323 
SW 52 (61.2%) 8 (9.4%) 41 (48.2%) 18 (21.2%) 
Locked car doors (alone) 
NSW 119 (63.3%) 28 (14.9%) *.009 89 (47.3%) 42 (22.3%) .253 
SW 61 (71.8%) 2 (2.4%) 47 (55.3%) 12 (14.1 %) 
Checked back seats of car 
NSW 101 (53.7%) 45 (23.9%) .266 84 (44.7%) 46 (24.5%) .279 
SW 50 (58.8%) 13 (15.3%) 45 (52.9%) 14 (16.5%) 
Note. * significant at p = .05. Please note low sample sizes among significant findings. 
Summary 
For RQl, it was hypothesized that non-sorority women would have different 
beliefs about campus safety than sorority women. For the two items that had a significant 
difference, non-sorority women had different beliefs about campus safety so the null 
hypothesis was rejected for those two items. It was hypothesized for RQ2 that non-
sorority women would have a different attitude about campus safety than sorority 
women. The null hypothesis was not rejected for the majority of the items in this section 
because there was no difference between the two populations. For RQ3, it was 
hypothesized that sorority women would experience more victimization than non-sorority 
women. For the items that had significant differences, sorority women were victimized 
more and for those items the null hypothesis was rejected. Finally for RQ4, it was 
hypothesized that sorority women and non-sorority women would take precautionary 
measures to keep themselves safe. Since there was a lack of significant differences 
between the two groups, the null hypothesis was not rejected because both groups were 
similar when it came to staying safe on campus. 
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may not have experienced sexual or physical aggression on campus or they have not 
reported acts of sexual or physical aggression while on campus and do not know what 
would happen. 
RQ2: Is there a difference between sorority and non-sorority women concerning 
attitudes about campus safety? 
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For research question 2, it was hypothesized that non-sorority women would have 
a different attitude than sorority women. Previous researchers found that sorority women 
assume that their fellow sisters and fraternity brothers would take care of them and thus 
nothing bad would happen (Dimeff et al., 1996). Research has also found that sorority 
women are better bystanders than non-sorority women and would speak up and protect 
their fellow sisters (Moynihan et al., 2011). 
When there was a significant difference, sorority women were less satisfied with 
the safety features on campus than non-sorority women. Sorority women were less 
satisfied with campus lighting, parking lot lighting, outside lighting, walkway lighting, 
and security mirrors on campus. The null hypothesis for these items was rejected because 
there was a difference between the two subpopulations. 
The majority of the literature on this topic was at least ten years old. Given 
current incidents, for example, school shooting and the Boston marathon attack, college 
students have a heightened awareness concerning safety. Janosik (2001; 2004) believed 
that since his studies in the early 2000s about campus safety, awareness about campus 
safety has increased (Gardner, 2015). Sorority women may have been more concerned 
about lighting on campus because in this study the location of sorority housing is located 
next to campus and requires frequent traveling to and from events. Sorority members 
37 
events are to on 
a 
a women 
on It was 
women. 
on I· 
' 
11). 
a was 
women. 
women, 
women 
are or 
to can as et 
38 
a in the a reason 
so women are 
more to remove 
lS a to a 
to consume 
11, a 
outcome is 
women 
someone is 
et won1en, 
or 
or on. 
women 
on a 
men 
was no 
measures to 
on 
39 
if the participants currently use them or plan to use them in the future. With recent 
incidents, students on campus are more aware about campus safety and are willing to take 
the personal safety measures to ensure their safety. 
A study done by Bryden and Fletcher (2009) found that faculty members take 
safety precautions like walking with their keys as protection and avoiding strangers at 
night. Participants in the current study noted that they do carry their keys in a defensive 
manner (Table 4.6). Sorority women said that they currently carry their keys in a 
defensive manner more than non-sorority women. Both subpopulations do avoid 
strangers in public while alone and plan to continue doing so in the future but more 
sorority women currently avoid strangers than non-sorority women. Bryden and Fletcher 
found that faculty members would take those personal safety precautions in replace of 
calling campus safety and over half of the non-sorority women from this study said that 
they would not call campus security in the future compared to sorority women. Results 
from this studies correlate with the results from previous study showing that when on 
campus, people will take necessary measures to remain safe. 
It is interesting that for the items with significant difference, sorority women take 
the personal precaution measure more than non-sorority women. As previously discussed 
in the other three research questions, literature has found that non-sorority women were 
the ones that cared more about safety because sorority women trusted their fellow 
fraternity and sorority members to look after them and protect them. 
Recommendations for Professionals 
1. Improve campus lighting. According to Table 4.1, campus lighting is a campus 
safety feature that had a significant difference between the groups. Both groups 
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ranked their satisfaction with the different lighting on campus as low (parking lot 
lighting, outside lighting, walkway lighting, and campus lighting). Improving the 
lighting on campus will make students feel safer on campus. The institution could 
also work with the town to improve lighting on local streets around the university 
because many of the participants live off campus and that may make them feel 
safer when they walk to and from campus from their home. 
2. More education about actions taken against sexual and physical aggression. 
Institutions need to educate students on sexual violence. Previous research has 
found that "sorority members were much more likely to have experienced 
attempted rape (14%) than non-members (6%), and were more likely to have 
experienced completed rape (33%) than non-members (8%)" (Einolf & Minow, 
2009, p. 17). If something did happen, educating students on campus about the 
reporting process when it comes to sexual and physical aggression might 
encourage them to report more if they experience sexual and/or physical 
aggression (Gardner, 2015). If a student experiences sexual and/or physical 
aggression, it is important to inform them of counseling and other resources 
available to them because this will help them heal and gain confidence that the 
university is there and will help them through the process. 
Students should also know what to look for when it comes to sexual and 
physical aggression. Because sorority women don't realize when someone is 
being inappropriate towards them (Dimeff et al., 1996), this education could help 
students learn about inappropriate behavior. Students could also learn about 
possible inappropriate actions and how to correct them in the future. 
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Summary 
This study took a quantitative approach at looking at campus safety, specifically 
with sorority women and non-sorority women. Previous research found that non-sorority 
women cared more about campus safety and sorority women relied on their fellow 
fraternity and sorority members to look after them. Sorority women also believed that 
fraternity men would not hurt them and trusted in the family aspect when in reality 
fraternity men victimized women more. Research also found that sorority women were 
victimized more, especially under the influence of alcohol. 
Data collected from this study found that for RQl, sorority women had different 
beliefs when it came to actions being taken when reporting sexual and physically assault 
on campus. This contradicted previous research found because it was believed that non-
sorority women would have different beliefs. For RQ2, data collected found that when 
significantly different, sorority women were less satisfied with the campus safety features 
compared to non-sorority women. Previous literature found that sorority women put their 
safety in the hands of their fellow fraternity and sorority members. For RQ3, the data 
collected supported previous literature. For items with a significant difference, sorority 
women were victimized more than non-sorority women. The null hypothesis was not 
rejected for the majority of the items in RQ4 because sorority women and non-sorority 
women would both take safety measures to keep themselves safe on campus. Research 
has found that women feel less safe on campus and therefore will take precautionary 
measures to protect themselves. 
Professionals and institutions of higher education should continue working on 
educating their campus when it comes to campus safety. Educating them on alcohol 
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safety and sexual/physical assault can help put the community at ease and may cut down 
on the number of incidents. Institutions can also improve their safety features to continue 
keeping their students safe. 
Further research needs to be done on the topic of campus safety, specifically in 
regards to women and fraternity/sorority life. Previous information was dated and this 
could be why information collected from this study did not match. With recent events, 
continuing with research like this can help educate higher education institutions on what 
their students want and need to feel safe. 
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Hello EIU Student 
You are invited to 
The purpose of the 
in a research that focuses on female students on campus, 
female students' beliefs and attitudes on campus and 
their concern for victimization and on campus. 
This survey is conducted as of an for the course CSA Thesis and 
as a requirement for the Master's of Science program in Student Affairs here at 
51 
Eastern Iliinois Dr. Richard Roberts is the course instructor and I, am 
the Principle Investigator on the project. 
The survey should take 15 minutes to complete. Your decision to participate is 
completely voluntary. You have the right to tenninate your participation at any time without penalty, 
There are no foreseeable risks to your participation although some participants may experience 
psychological distress from recollection of prior events. However you may benefit from this study as 
the information provided at its conclusion could benefit campus safety at Eastern Illinois University, If 
at any time you experience psychological distress, there are counselors available on campus to help. 
Participants can reach the counseling center at 217-5 81-3413 or at their office on the first floor of the 
Human Service building. 
Your participation in this research will be kept confidential. Information from this research project 
will be shared with administrators on campus. Because your participation in the study is critical, if you 
complete the survey you will have the opportunity to enter your email into a drawing to win a 
Starbucks gift card valued at $25. 
Your decision to participate, decline or withdraw from participation will have no effect on your 
current status or future relations with Eastern Illinois University. 
By clicking yes, you agree to participate voluntarily in all aspects of this study, understand that you 
have the option of removing yourself from the study at any time and give your approval of all findings 
to be enclosed within the research. 
If you have any questions for the research, feel free to contact Katelyn Raymond by phone, (203) 788-
0961, or email, kr<LY1IlQ!1cl@t:i11,t:d11 or Richard Roberts (Faculty Supervisor) at (217) 581-2400. 
If you have any questions or concerns about the treatment of human participants in this study, you 
may call or write: 
Institutional Review Board 
Eastern Illinois University 
600 Lincoln Ave. 
Charleston, Il 61920 
Telephone: (217) 581-857 6 
Email: eiuirb@eiu.edu 
Thank you and have a wonderful day, 
Katelyn Raymond 
Do you wish to continue? 
0 Yes (1) 
0 No (2) 
(l 
Undergraduate (-
Graduate student credit hours) 
Part-time Graduate student (-9 credit hours) (4) 
Q8 Are you a member of a NPC or NPHC Greek Organization? 
Yes, NPC 
0 NPHC 
on Campus 
the 0 0 0 0 
(1) 
I feel safe in the 
classroom or 0 0 0 0 0 
l lo a group that 
is more victin1ized than 
to religion, 0 0 
I believe action would 
be taken about a 
incidence of 0 0 0 0 
sexual aggression 
any member of the 
college community). 
I believe action would 
be taken about a 
reported incidence of 
physical or verbal 0 0 0 0 0 
aggress10n any 
member of the college 
community). 
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Q 10 Attitudes about Safety on Campus 
How safe are the various safet features on earn us? 
Lighting on campus 0 0 0 (overall impression) ( 1) 
Lighting in parking lots (2) 0 0 0 
Lighting outside buildings (3) 0 0 0 
Lighting on walkways (4) 0 0 0 
Signs on campus (5) 0 0 0 
Availability of emergency phones 0 0 0 (Blue Light Phones) (6) 
Security mirrors (7) 0 0 0 
Inside security cameras (8) 0 0 0 
Outside security cameras 0 0 0 
Q 11 Attitudes about Safety on Campus continued 
How safe are the various safety features on earn us? 
Visibility around 0 0 0 landscaping (1) 
Security patrol (2) 0 0 0 
Locks on classroom 0 0 0 doors (3) 
Alert EIU notification 0 0 0 
system (4) 
Locks on residence 0 0 0 hall rooms ( 5) 
0 0 0 
it 
occur? 
once more Student Teacher/ Other No, not No, not 
or than ( 1) Faculty (3) applicable classroom applicable (i) twice t'Arice (2) (4) ( l) (2) (3) (2) (3) 
Violation of 
c1assroom 0 0 0 0 D D D 0 D D 
protocols (!) 
Obscenities 
or S\Vearing 0 0 0 D 0 0 D D D 0 
(2) 
Racial slurs 0 0 0 D 0 D 0 D D (3) 
Gestures ( 4) 0 0 0 0 D D 0 0 0 
Catcalls or 0 0 D D D 0 D D 0 
whistles (5) 
Inappropriate 0 0 0 D D 0 D 0 0 gifts ( 6) 
Stalking (7) 0 0 D 0 D D D 0 
source 
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Q14 Victimization on Campus continued 
USE - Have any of the following been directed to you? WHO - If you have been 
victimized, indicate, by whom. LOCATION- If you have been victimized, where did it 
occur? 
No, Teacher/ Other No, not No, not Faculty (3) applicable classroom applicable (1) (2) (4) (1) (2) (3) 
Invasion of 
personal 0 0 D D D D D D D 
space (1) 
Physical 
harassment 0 0 0 D D D D D D D 
or assault 
(2) 
Sexual 
harassment 0 0 0 D D D D D D D 
or assault 
(3) 
Undue or 
unwanted 0 0 0 D D D D D D D 
attention 
(4) 
Sexist 0 0 0 D D D D D D D 
remarks (5) 
Inappropria 
te questions 0 0 0 D D D D D D D 
about sex 
life (6) 
Dating 0 0 0 D D D D D D 
violence (7) 
Q15 Please explain the source of the above incidents (in person, phone calls, e-mail, 
paper, etc.) 
Ql6 on 
been directed to you? WH 0 -
occur? 
No, once more Student Other 
never or than ( 1) Faculty (3) (l) t\vice twice (2) (2) (3) 
Isolation or 0 0 0 D D D 
exclusion (1) 
Unreasonable 0 0 0 D D 0 demands (2) 
Manipulation 0 0 0 D 0 D (3) 
Threats or 0 0 0 D 0 D bribes (4) 
Break-ins ( 5) 0 0 0 D D D 
Emotional 
abuse 
(belittling, 0 0 0 0 D 0 
dernean]ng, 
etc.) (6) 
Psychological 
distress (fear, 0 0 0 D D D 
Q17 
Q 18 If been victimized, please check that 
Filed fom1al with outside organization ( l) 
0 Filed formal complaint with college 
0 Filed inform complaint 
0 Confronted person directly (4) 
0 Spoke to advisor/counselor 
0 Tried to ignore it, avoid person (6) 
D Nothing, was concerned of repercussions (7) 
D Nothing, not serious enough (8) 
0 Other 
0 Not applicable (10) 
No, not 
applicable 
(4) 
0 
D 
D 
0 
D 
D 
0 
it 
Inside the 
the No, not 
classroom 
classroom applicable (1) (2) (3) 
0 D D 
D D 0 
D 0 D 
D D D 
D D D 
D 0 0 
D D D 
e-mail, 
your routine activities ( 1) 0 0 
Taken a self-defense course 0 0 
your number 0 0 0 0 
Changed your email-address 0 0 0 0 
Changed your address 0 0 0 0 
Obtained a weapon (6) 0 0 0 0 
Called campus security (7) 0 0 0 0 
Walked with another individual (8) 0 0 0 0 
CmTied something to defend yomself 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
Q20 Comments 
Q2 l Personal Safety Precautions on Campus continued 
USE - Have you ever taken any of the following precautions to protect your safety 
while on or nearby campus? 
FUTURE - In the next year or so, do you plan on changing the precautions you 
take on cam us 
Stayed home because you were afraid to go out 0 0 0 0 
alone (1) 
Can-ied keys in a defensive manner (2) 0 0 0 0 
Attended a non-mandatory crime prevention class 0 0 0 (3) 
A voided specific individual in classroom ( 4) 0 0 0 
A voided your residence hall ( 5) 0 0 0 
A voided specific areas of campus during the day 0 0 0 (6) 
A voided specific areas of campus during the night 0 0 0 (T 
' ) 
A voided walking past strangers when alone (8) 0 0 0 
Locked car doors when alone (9) 0 0 0 
Checked back seats 
Q22 Comments 
0 Yes (1) 
0 No 
to be a to win a 
or want to 
Counseling Center at Eastern Illinois 
Floor of the Human Services Building 
Monday-Friday 8:00am-4:30pm 
217-581-3413 After hours emergency: 217-549-6483 
http://www.eiu.edu/~counsctr/index.php 
For more infomiation regarding Sexual Assault and Interpersonal Violence: 
http://www. eiu. edu/ sexualassaultresources/ 
Click here to enter information for a chance to win a $25 Starbucks Gift Card 
